Research in other parts of the world suggests that adolescents invoke a multiplicity of causes to explain juvenile offending. The extent to which the different explanations are endorsed appears partly to be a function of cultural and demographic characteristics. The aim of this study was to investigate South African adolescents' explanations for delinquency and to examine cultural differences in these explanations. A total of 554 secondary school pupils from two Eastern Cape high schools rated 39 explanations for juvenile offending on a Likert scale. Principal component analysis and a varimax rotation of the responses identified seven factors -Home Environment, Antisocial Tendency, Influencability, Social Control, Emotional Adjustment, Deprivation and Social Alienation. The results showed that there were large differences between the Black and White learners in terms of the perceived importance of a number of the explanatory causes.
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"To whom correspondence should be addressed Juvenile offending is a pervasive social problem and many theories about its aetiology have been advanced. In recent years, research has also focused on lay explanations for juvenile delinquency and crime in general. The understanding of such social representations is important as they can playa crucial role in interpersonal and intergroup communication. For instance, failure to recognize that another group has a different social representation of an event can lead to misunderstandings and even conflict. This is particularly cogent in relation to policy development and implementation as laws are often based on assumptions about how people behave and how their actions can be controlled. In other words, peoples' beliefs about the causes of offending behaviour shapes what they think ought to be done about crime (Davis, Severy, Kraus & Whitaker, 1993; Flanagan, 1996; Lilly, Cullen & Ball, 1989; Roberts, 1992) . However, if some groups have social representations that are different from those of the policy makers, then that policy may not be perceived as relevant by that group and hence rejected. One area in which this could happen is juvenile delinquency where the policy is made by adults but is for adolescents.
Research with adult participants indicates that there is broad agreement amongst lay persons about the causes of crime and delinquency (Banks, Maloney & Willcock, 1975; Campbell & Muncer, 1990; Carroll, Perkowitz, Lurigio & Weaver, 1987; Flanagan, 1987; Furnham & Henderson, 1983; Kraus, 1977; Reuterrnan, 1978) and that people invoke a multiplicity of causes (Roberts, 1992) . For instance in the USA, Carroll et al., (1987) found three main factors labeled social causation, economic causation and individual causation and two lesser factors labeled insanity and drugs. In the UK, Furnham and Henderson (1983) identified six factors which they labeled defective education, mentally unstable, temptation, excitement, alienation and parents.
As indicated, the above research focused on the views of adults. However, adolescents' ideas about the source of offending could make an interesting and valuable contribution to this body of knowledge especially as policy relating to juvenile delinquency is developed by adults who may have different social representations. The studies that have used juveniles (Abrams, Simpson & Hogg, 1987; Kraus, 1977; Pfeffer, Cole & Dada, 1996 , 1998 Reuterrnan & Durbin, 1988; Sagatum, 1991; Tyson & Hubert, 2000) indicate that juveniles, like adults, use multiple explanations of offending behaviour and that the explanations endorsed are similar to those of adults. For instance, Tyson and Hubert (2000) found six factors underlying the explanations of 3171 adolescents in Australia. These factors were labeled home environment, emotional adjustment, social control, impulsivity, innate and social alienation, and are similar to those obtained by Furnham and Henderson (1983) in their adult British sample.
Although there appears to be broad agreement on the underlying causes of crime, the degree of endorsement of the different explanations varies as a function of variables such as age (Banks et al., 1975; Fumham & Henderson, 1983; Hollins & Howells, 1987; Reuterrnan, 1978; Reuterrnan & Durbin, 1988; Sagatum, 1991; Tyson & Hubert, 2000) , gender (Abrams et al., 1987; Fumham & Henderson, 1983; Hollins & Howells, 1987; Reuterrnan, 1978; Tyson & Hubert, 2000) , political affiliation (Furnham & Henderson, 1983) , location of residence (Abrams et al., 1987; Tyson & Hubert, 2000) , culture (Pfeffer, Cole & Dada, 1996 , 1998 Tyson & Hubert, 2002) and knowing someone who has been in trouble with the police (Tyson & Hubert, 2000) . However, the differences noted are not necessarily consistent across countries. For instance, the gender differences found in the UK (Abrams et al., 1987; Fumham & Henderson, 1983; Hollins & Howells, 1987) were either insignificant or were in the reverse direction in Australia (Tyson & Hubert, 2000) . This discrepancy highlights the importance of the sociocultural context to the social representations that people use.
The present study investigates South African adolescents' explanations for delinquency and was undertaken for two reasons. First, almost all the studies cited above have been done in the UK or Australia, both of which have relatively low crime rates and can be regarded as comparatively safe. In contrast, crime levels in South Africa are very high (Louw, 1997) and awareness of the problem permeates all aspects of life. Consequently, the question arises as to whether living in such a society is likely to change the explanations that are given for juvenile delinquency.
The second reason for this study is that recent research has indicated that there arc cultural differences in lay explanations of delinquency and it would be interesting to see if these results could be replicated in South Africa. Pfeffer et al. (1996 Pfeffer et al. ( , 1998 found thai British youth tended to use personal (internal) explanations, whereas Nigerian youth tended to use situational explanations involving other people and political and economic factors. In their Australian study, Tyson and Hubert (in press) found that adolescents who identified with collectivist cultures tended to use more situationally orientated explanations whereas those who identified themselves as Australians, an individualistic culture, tended to emphasize more individual orientated explanations. The results of both these studies are consistent with the view that individualistic cultures will tend to use internal attributions whereas collectivist cultures will tend to use more externally orientated explanations. In the South African context it would thus seem likely that Blacks, whose cultural background tends to be more collectivist would tend to endorse external explanations, whereas Whites would be more likely to favour the internal explanations, reflecting their individualistic cultural background. Thus the specific aims of the study were first to see whether adolescent South African's explanations for delinquency are similar to the explanations of adolescents in other parts of the world and secondly to identify differences that may be associated with belonging to either an individualistic or collectivistic culture.
Method

Participants
The sample, which was obtained from two Government High Schools in the Eastern Cape, consisted of 554 grade 8 to grade 12 learners whose ages ranged from 13 to 19 with a mcan of 15.31 years (SD = 1.57). Regarding ethnic background, 49.3% of the participants were Black, 50.7% were White, 52.3% were female and 47.7% male. More than a third (36.8%) of the respondents indicated that a member of their family or a close friend had been in trouble with the law, excluding minor offences.
Instruments
The explanations-of-delinquency questionnaire developed by Tyson and Hubert (2000) was used with minor modifications being made to language where appropriate. It consists of 39 statements about possible causes of juvenile delinquency, and participants are required to respond on a 5-point Likert scale. Some of the items in the questionnaire are based on those used by Furnham and Henderson (1983) and Carroll et al. (1987) while the remainder were generated in consultation with 21 school teachers who were training to be school counsellors. At the beginning of the questionnaire, some examples of juvenile offending are given to provide a common frame of reference.
Demographic information was obtained in a separate section at the end of the questionnaire. In addition to basic demographic information, learners were asked to indicate what their culture/ethnicity was and whether 'any member of your family or a close friend has ever been in trouble with the law, excluding minor offences such as speeding fines'.
Procedure
Questionnaire administration followed an identical procedure in each school whereby the guidance teacher/school counsellor handed out the questionnaires during one of the scheduled guidance-class meetings. It was emphasized that participation was voluntary and that the responses would be confidential. In this regard, it was pointed out that the name ofthe learner was not requested in the biographical section of the questionnaire. After the questionnaire had been completed there was a brief class discussion around issues of safety and social conventions. The administration of questionnaires within each school took place over a single day as the various grades cycled through the guidance class.
Results
In order to identify the dimensions underlying the explanations, the data for the explanations were subjected to principal components analysis followed by a varimax rotation. Based on the scree plot, seven factors were~xtracted accounting for almost 42 percent of the variance. Analyses extracting both six and eight factors were also run but these were less interpretable than the seven factor solution. The seven factors and their item loadings are shown in Table I . A factor loading of .40 was considered salient and used to define the factors.
Eight items loaded on the first factor, six of which were unique to Factor 1. The other two items also loaded on Factor 6 but to a lesser extent. Most of these items referred to the impact of the family and the neighbourhood and consequently it was labeled Home Environment. The five items that loaded on the second factor broadly related to self indulgence and to a lack of concern for others, and hence it was labeled Antisocial Tendency. Factor 3 was labeled Influencability as the highest loading items clearly related to issues of being influenced by friends, TV, social expectations and so on. The four items loading on Factor 4 all dealt with a lack of discipline and moral standards, and so this factor was named Social Control. All the items that loaded on Factor 5 relate to the ability to manage emotions and interpersonal relationships and was thus labeled Emotional Adjustment. In the case of Factor 6 only two of the four items loaded solely on it while the remaining two also loaded on Factor 1 -Home Environment. Since a!l four items relate to feelings of relative deprivation and economic hardship this factor was labeled Deprivation. The final factor, comprising four items, was labeled Social Alienation as the items suggested an alienation from one's surroundings.
The score for each of the factors was calculated by averaging the responses of the items loading on the factor (scores for the negatively loaded items were reversed). Influencability was considered the most important explanation with a mean of 3.79 (SD = .56). This was followed by Deprivation (M = 3.53, SD =.71), Social Control (M O~3.25, SD = .75), Emotional Adjustment (M = 3.25, SD = .60), Antisocial Tendencies (M = 3.17, SD = .65) and Home Environment (M = 3.04, SO = .64). The least important explanation was Social Alienation (M = 2.64, SD = .75).
In order to examine differences between the Black and White groups, the analysis was done at an item level, rather than using the factor scores, in order to provide more precise information and in line with previous research in this area (e.g. Furnham & Henderson, 1983; Tyson & Hubert, 2002) . Prior to performing these analyses, tests were conducted to ascertain whether the two groups differed in terms of age, gender or close contact with people who had been in trouble with the law, as these variables have previously been shown to influence explanations (Tyson & Hubert, 2000) . The only significant difference was in terms of gender with the Black group having more females (60.4°1<,) and the White group more males (55.5%). A multivariate T-tcst showed that there was a significant difference in endorsing the explanations between the genders (Hotellings T" = 267.10, P < .000 I). Consequently in order to control for gender differences, it was used as a covariate in all the analyses relating to ethnic differences. A multivariate T-test performed on all 39 items simultaneously, indicated that the two groups differed significantly (Hotellings T' = 244.98, P < .0001, 112 = .31) after controlling for the effect of gender. To establish where the difference occurred, univariate tests were performed using a Bonferroni correction to control the experimentwise error rate. The corrected per comparison significance level was rounded up to .002, giving an experimentwise error rate of .078. Significant differences were obtained for 10 items, and the estimated means of the two groups after removing the influence of gender for these items are shown in Table 2 . The White group was found to score higher on the items 'they are bored' and 'they enjoy the excitement and kicks of breaking the law', both of which could be seen as internal explanations. However, they also scored higher on the items 'they have not been taught what is right and wrong at home', 'schools do not teach them what they need' and 'they are not properly supervised by their parents' which reflect external factors. The Black respondents scored higher on the items 'they feel it is unfair that some people have more money than others', 'they come from poor families' and 'they try to impress their friends' which are external explanations, but they also scored higher on 'they cannot tell people how they are feeling' and 'they turn to crime because they are lazy' which are internal explanations. The measures of effect size (112) indicates that the differences between the groups was large (Cohen, 1988) .
Discussion
The results of this study show that the South African adolescents who participated in this study used multiple explanations to account for juvenile offending, and that the dimensions underlying these explanations are similar to those used by adolescents in other countries. Four of the seven factors are almost identical to those obtained in an Australian study of adolescents (Tyson & Hubert, 2000) . These factors are Home Environment, Emotional Adjustment, Social Control and Social Alienation. For two of the remaining three factors there was some overlap with the Australian results in terms of the item content, but the emphasis had changed. In the case of the Antisocial Tendency factor, it contained three of the four items that comprised the Innate factor in the Australian study (items 2, 38 and 39). However, the fact that the item 'they have been born that way' did not load, together with the inclusion of the additional items 'they do not care for the rights of others' and 'they see easy chances to break the law', suggested that it no longer reflected innate characteristics, but rather tendencies towards antisocial behaviour. Similarly, the Influencability factor shared three items with the Impulsivity factor found in the Australian sample. In the Australian sample, the Impulsivity factor reflected both the susceptibility to influence shown in the current study and a component reflecting the excitement of breaking the law and the easy opportunities to do so which was not the case in the present study.
The only major difference in the factor structure obtained in this study is the emergence of the Deprivation factor which was not present in the Australian data. The existence of this dimension in the South African data is not surprising given the gross economic and social disparities that exist in South African society. It is an issue that is very salient to those living in South Africa, whereas in Australia, while there is poverty and disadvantage, it is not nearly so obvious. The impact of the local socioeconomic conditions on explanations is further emphasized by the fact that the Deprivation factor was seen as the second most important explanation for juvenile delinquency in South Africa whereas it did not even emerge as a factor in Australia. This result is similar to that of Pfeffer et al. (1996) who found that poverty was the most frequently occurring response given by Nigerian adolescents to an open-ended question about the causes of youth crime, while it was much less frequently given by British adolescents.
In both South Africa and Australia, the impact of peers is clearly seen to be a major influence on delinquent behaviour. Not only was the Influencability factor rated as being more important than the other factors but also the individual items 'they are easily influenced by others' and 'they try to impress their friends' received the highest individual ratings of importance, with the latter being endorsed more highly by the Black respondents. This concurs with the results of a number of previous studies which have found that friends and peers are regarded as a major cause ofjuvenile offending (Campbell & Muncer, 1990; Krauss, 1977; Pfeffer et al., 1996; Sagatum, 1991) . The importance that is placed on this factor probably reflects the adolescents' own experiences of peer pressure. Adolescence is a time during which the individual is developing a sense of personal identity and the peer group plays a significant role in this process. Acceptance or rejection by the group becomes very important and, based on their own experiences, it is possible that the respondents extrapolate this knowledge to delinquent behaviour.
The results showed that there were large differences between the Black and White learners in terms of the perceived importance of a number of the explanatory causes. Some of these differences support the hypothesis that the Black respondents would tend to use extemal explanations and that the White respondents would use internal explanations. The results relating to the two internal explanations that were more highly endorsed by the White respondents are consistent with previous findings. In the Australian study, these two items -'they are bored' and 'they enjoy the excitement and kicks of breaking the law' -were more strongly endorsed by the respondents who identified with an individualistic culture (Tyson & Hubert, 2002) , and boredom and excitement were the two causes most frequently cited by Pfeffer et al. (1996) British participants. For the Black group, two of the five explanations that were more strongly endorsed are clearly external ones, viz 'they feel that it is unfair that some people have more money than others' and 'they come from poor families'. These results are consistent with those of Pfeffer et al. (1996) who found that 'they are poor' was the most frequently given explanation of the older group of Nigerian respondents. These results are not surprising as poverty and its effects are likely to be much more evident to the Black respondents in these studies than the White comparison groups.
Overall, however, most of the differences between the groups are not in the hypothesized direction. Three of the items that were more highly endorsed by the Black respondents were of an internal nature and certainly not consistent with the hypothesis that the Black group would use more externally orientated explanations. However, the fact that the Black group rated the item 'they cannot tell people how they are feeling' as being more important than did the White group is consistent with the previous Australian finding that the collectivist respondents endorsed it more than the individualistic group (Tyson & Hubert, 2002) . Why this should be the case, however, is not at all clear and further investigation is needed to identify what underlies this difference. Amongst the five items more strongly endorsed by the White respondents, three were external, with two of them reflecting the role of parents in the teaching of values and the supervision of their children. This contrasts with the findings of Pfeffer et al. (1996) who found that 'no home training' was a frequent response amongst their Nigerian (collectivist) respondents but was not an important factor for their British (individualistic) respondents.
The fact that there is relatively little support for the hypothesis probably reflects the fact that the measure of collectivist and individualistic cultures is a gross one and that there is much room for other variables to operate. The fact that an individual is a member of broad cultural group that has been identified as either collectivist or individualistic is no guarantee that the individual identifies with that culture and its traditional values. In this regard, Heaven, Stones, Simbayi and Le Roux (2000) have found that the social identity of Black South Africans is wider than their ethnic group. This is particularly important in the present study given that the Black participants were members of a relatively small group of Blacks attending formerly prestigious all-White schools. In such a situation, values different from the wider ethnic group may well be adopted and used to account for phenomena. This may have happened in relation to the item which explained juvenile delinquency in terms oflaziness. It was on this item that there was the greatest difference between the groups, as reflected by the effect size. Theoretically, the White individualistic group would have been expected to score higher on such a clearly internal explanation but the opposite occurred. The score for the White group on this item (2.55) is almost identical to that for the Australian sample (2.54) but the score for the Black respondents is relatively high (3.04). Attribution theory suggests that the Black respondents are likely to attribute their relatively privileged situation to internal factors such as ability and hard work. This, together with the probability that the schools stressed the virtues of hard work, would have increased the salience of the issue of hard work vs laziness and made them more inclined to use it as an explanation for unacceptable behaviour.
It is obvious from what has been said above that care should be exercised in generalizing these results to the broader South African community because of the nature of the sample. Nevertheless, the results are valuable in that they show that these South African adolescents have clearly developed ideas about the causes of delinquency and that they understand it to be a complex and multi-determined problem. It is possible that some of this complexity reflects the fact that the participants were responding to a generalized situation which could include a wide range of behaviours, some of which are fairly innocuous (Tyson & Hubert, 2000) . It would be interesting to see what differences might occur between groups for specific crimes such as murder or rape. What these results, and those of previous studies, also clearly show is that adolescents believe that the most important cause underlying juvenile delinquency relates to the role of the peer group. While this is only a lay perception, the strength and universality with which it is held indicates that it is an issue which policy makers need to consider seriously.
